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ABSTRACT 
Much effort has been invested in  identifYing the important barriers to the widespread take-up of  renewable energy 
systems and  in  using  infonnation to  develop best practice guidelines for the implementation of rural  renewable 
energy  electrification  programs  in  developing  countries.  Many  renewable  electrification  programs  have  been 
implemented in  developing countries of Asia and the Pacific to improve the quality of life of the  people living in 
remote  rural  areas.  Those that  have  been  successful  demonstrate that  a market for  household  renewable  energy 
systems can  be developed quickly and efficiently given the  right combination of institutional, financial  and policy 
instruments.  The literature  indicates,  however,  that  a number of these  programs  have  met  with  limited  success. 
Much  effort has been invested  in attempting to  identifY the reasons behind this lack of success. Understanding the 
reasons behind the limited success of some programs, and  for the relatively high success of others, is  important as 
this infonnation can infonn program implementers and improve the success rates of future programs.  Most of the 
research effort to date has focused on  the identification of barriers to the widespread take-up of renewable energy 
systems and this infonnation has been used in the development of  best practice guidelines for the implementation of 
these  programs.  This  narrow  focus  on  barriers,  however,  does  not consider other important  factors  behind  the 
success  of programs.  An  email  survey of those  implementing programs in  SE  Asian  and  Pacific countries was 
therefore undertaken with the aim of obtaining the views of program implementers on  not only what barriers they 
see as hindering the uptake, but also on what essential factors  they consider need to be included  in  designing and 
implementing programs in order ensure program success and the criteria to measure the program success. 
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INTRODUCTION 
For over a decade, solar home systems (SHS) have been promoted by many as the best solution for providing access 
to  electricity  to  those  in  rural  areas  in  developing  countries  where  supplying electricity  from  the grid  is  not  a 
practical option [I]. Many renewable rural electrification programs have been implemented in developing countries 
and a number of  these programs have been successful. It is evident from the literature, however, that a large number 
of  these programs have met with more limited success [2-5]. Understanding the reasons behind the success of some 
programs and the more  limited success of others is of importance as  this  infonnation can  inform  policy  makers, 
donor organisations and program implementers to improve the success rates oftheir future programs. 
Explaining the reasons for the success or the lack of  success of programs, however, is not straightfonvard [6]. Much 
research  effort  has  been  invested  in  attempting  improve  the  effectiveness  of rural  renewable  electrification 
programs. The primary focus of  this research effort to date has been on the identification of the important barriers to 
the widespread take-up of renewable energy systems and this infonnation has been used in the development of  best 
practice guidelines for  the implementation of these  programs.  The continued lack  of success of some  programs 
despite this research effort and despite the development of  these best practice guidelines indicates that there remains 
a need  to further explore the reasons for the lack of success of some programs. This study fonns part of a broader 
research project  initiated to  investigate rural  renewable electrification programs  in  Asia,  South  East Asia and the 
Pacific with the aim of identifYing those factors that appear to be critical to the success of  programs. 
A survey of  program implementers in various countries in the Asia and Pacific regions was used to obtain the views 
of those closely involved  in  the implementation of programs on the factors  that they  considered to  be  important 
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when designing and implementing a program in order for their program to be successful. The results of  a survey are 
summarised and discussed in this paper. 
METHODOLOGY 
Target respondent 
The  number  of agencies  involved  in  the  development  and  implementation  of renewable  energy  electrification 
programs in the South Asia, Southeast Asia and the Pacific regions is relatively small. Using the websites of  national 
energy  departments in  Bangladesh,  India,  Vietnam,  Fiji,  Nepal  and  Cambodia,  and  from  the  authors'  personal 
contacts in these countries, a list of  agencies was compiled.  Only those organizations that provided e-mail addresses 
on their websites were contacted. 
Survey questionnaire 
A structured questionnaire  was used  to  obtain the views of the those WOrking  for implementing agencies on the 
following issues: 
•  Program objectives and target groups, 
•  The degree to which guidelineslbest practice documents were followed prior to program implementation, 
•  The program implementation mechanisms employed, 
•  Program outputs achieved, 
•  Issues perceived to be essential for program success, 
•  Perceived barriers to program expansion, and 
•  Factors seen to be favourable to achieving the objectives oflhe program. 
Respondents were also invited to provide details or summaries of  any particular success stories, if any.  Three types 
of questions were used in the questionnaire survey: multiple choices, numeric open ended and open text.  Multiple 
choice questions were used to obtain the views of implementers on the impacts of  their programs and on the issues 
that they considered to be essential for program success. Rating and agreement scales from  "not important" (1) to 
"most important" (5) were used to grade responses to these questions. 
Dissemination method and Response rate 
Questionnaires were sent to thirty-five organisations by email. A preliminary contact was made with thc respondent 
to introduce the respondent, the concept and the purpose of the survey and also to obtain correct email addresses. Of 
the thirty-five organisations that to which the survey was sent via email, twenty-seven responses were received. The 
response rate was highest for those organisations that had been included on the list through personal contact. 
The  twenty-seven  email  responses  received  were  from  organisations  in  Bangladesh,India,  Sri  Lanka,  Nepal, 
Vietnam, Thailand, Cambodia and Fiji. Only one response was received from  the three organisations to which the 
questionnaire was sent in the Pacific region.  Some respondents provided multiple responses, and not all respondents 
provided answers to every  question, which created a bias  in  the results. The total number of responses therefore 
varied for each question. 
Respondent types 
Twelve (44%) of respondents represented private organizations, 7 (26%) were employed by NGOs, and five (19%) 
were  employed  by  government  agencies.  The  other  three  respondents  (11%)  represented  supportlincentive 
organizations and were employed by government agencies that promoted energy efficiency or had responsibility for 
renewable energy policy and undertook renewable energy pilot projects 
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Figure 1: Types of organizations providing responses to survey 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
The results  are  presented in  tenus of the percentage of respondents  indicating a  particular viewpoint  for  each 
question relating to program objectives, implementing mechanisms, program outputs, system size and cost, and the 
barriers faced  in implementing the programs. The results are also are also presented according to the countries  in 
which programs were being implemented. 
Program design 
Program objectives and target groups 
The objectives of the programs implemented by  the respondents' organisations are provided  in  Table  1.  The two 
most commonly stated  program  objectives were (i) to  provide electricity to those in  rural  areas through  off-grid 
electrification, and (ii) to  improve the standard of  living of  program users. The third most common response was to 
supply  sustainable  energy  for  household  illumination,  followed  closely  by  increasing  the  income  generation 
opportunities for the users. 
General 
Socio-economical 
Environmental 
Institutional 
Table I: Program objectives 
Objective 
To  provide  ofT-grid  electrification  in  remote  areas  where 
conventional electricity is not available 
Improve standard of living 
Enable income generation to be increased 
Supply sustainable energy for household illumination 
Reduce GHG emission 
Strengthen  electricity institution and  awareness development 
on use of  clean energy and  energy efficiency 
Frequency of respondent 
20 
22 
15 
17 
14 
The responses indicate that the objectives of the programs of the majority of implementing agencies are to electrify 
remote  rural  areas  for  social  and  economic reasons.  Interestingly,  however,  although  environmental  objectives 
(reducing greenhouse gases) were seen to be of less importance than social objectives, the number of responses that 
mentioned  reducing  greenhouse  gas  emissions  was  very  similar  to  the  number  of responses  that  mentioned 
increasing users' incomes. 
The target groups served by the organizations surveyed were mainly households, shops, institutions, small business, 
communities, and organisations with responsibility for water pumping and street lighting. 
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Reliance on guidelines 
In  response to the question about whether the current program made use of  any guidelines or experience that had 
been gained from  previous programs before being implemented, only seven percent of respondents answered in the 
affirmative. Ninety-three percent of respondents indicated that their programs did not make use of any sort of best 
practice  guidelines  or  drew  on  the  lessons  or  experience  gained  from  programs  that  had  been  previously 
implemented  (Fig.  2).  Fifty-three  percent of respondents  indicated  that  neither  the  best  practice guidelines,  nor 
experience gained from  previous programs, were used in the program design and development stages. Forty percent 
of  respondents stated that they were unaware of  the existence ofany guidelines. 
IOYes DNo o Never heard 
7% 
53% 
Figure 2:  Percent of organizations using best practice guidelines or lessons from previous programs to inform 
program implementation 
Program implementation 
Finance mechanism 
Respondents were asked to indicate the nature of the  financing mechanism  used  in  their program.  The  financing 
mechanisms that were reported as used in the programs included micro-credits schemes, interest rate buy-downs and 
subsidies. Fifty percent of the respondents used a micro-credit or consumer credit financial mechanism, 15% used a 
monthly  tariff mechanism,  15%  provided subsidies or donor  funded  subsidies,  5% cash sales and  10%  used  an 
interest rate buy down. 
The  financing  mechanism  used  varied  and  the  choice  was  based  largely  on  the  nature  of the  respondent's 
organisation.  Most  government  organizations  used  a  fee  for  service  mechanism.  These  government  programs 
provided all equipment and maintenance costs, and the users pay a service fee  only. Private organisations or NGGs 
tended to use consumer credit, micro-credit or cash sales. 
Maintenance and monitoring (M&M)  of  installed systems 
Thirty  five  percent of respondents  indicated  that  the  responsibility  for  maintenance  and  monitoring  rested  with 
program implementers, while 30% indicated that this responsibility was shared between program implementers and 
users.  In  20% of cases,  responsibility  for  maintenance  was  vested  in  authorised  technicians,  while  for  9% of 
programs this responsibility was vested in equipment suppliers. Six percent of respondents did not respond to  this 
question. 
Almost 65% of the respondents reported that a 4-week maintenance schedule was used, 8% of  respondents reported 
that an eight-week schedule was used and 12% reported that systems installed under their programs were monitored 
once a year. The remaining 15% of respondents indicated that neither monitoring nor maintenance was undertaken 
under their standard schedules. 
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It is  clear  from  these  responses  that  most  implementing  agencies  valued  the  importance  of maintenance  and 
monitoring  and  that  they  have  a  regular  maintenance  system  in  place.  Only  a  minority  of programs  did  not 
emphasize maintenance and monitoring in their programs. In some cases where this responsibility had been vested 
in  authorised  technicians  or  equipment  suppliers,  it  was  reported  that  these  responsibilities  were  not  being 
undertaken in time. The programs for which this was reported were mainly government funded programs The survey 
responses suggested that maintenance and monitoring were most successful when undertaken by  both users and by 
program implementers. 
Training 
In response to the question of  whether training was provided to users, 83% indicated that training was provided and 
40%  indicated that  written  material  containing the  "DOs" and "DON'Ts" relating to  the  use  of the  system  was 
provided to users. However, of  those respondents that reported that training was provided under their programs, 85% 
reported  that  training  was  provided to  users  only  and  only  15  %  reported  that  training was  provided  to both 
technicians and to users. 
Consistent  with  the  literature,  program  implementers  reported  that  they  considered  the  training  of users  and 
technicians as one ofthe most important factors for program success. 
System sizes 
The system sizes of the solar systems offered by the respondents' organizations are shown in Figure 3.  Two thirds 
of  the respondents' organisations provided systems of  more than one size, with the sizes of  systems ranging from 37 
to 75  Wp and the size of  the system based on the needs of the customers. Twenty-seven programs offered a single 
sized system  to  all  users,  the  size being  either a  10, 40  or 50 Wp  system.  These  programs  tended  to  be  either 
government or donor funded programs with the costs of the systems being subsidised in order to make the system 
affordable for as many householders in the program area as possible. 
The reason given by respondents for offering either a single system size or a small number of systems sizes was to 
reduce  the  costs of the  systems  to  the  users  and  because  offering a  single  size  is  administratively  simple  and 
minimises administration costs. 
--~' 
Syshlm Sin  (Wp) 
Figure 3.: Solar Home System sizes olTered through programs. 
System Cost 
The cost of systems varied significantly between  countries and on  the system size, with programs in  Bangladesh 
offering the lowest average installed system cost and a small range in costs (US$360-370 for a 50 Wp system) being 
by different organisations throughout the country. 
The reported costs of  50 Wp system in Sri  Lanka was US$480, 30% higher than the average cost in Bangladesh, but 
similar to the costs ofa 50 Wp system in India ofUS$490-US$500. This, however, represents the upfront cost ofa 
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system to users in India. The final cost to users is lower as the Indian government provides subsidies for systems that 
implementing agencies are able to claim once the system  is  installed and the users has provided the agency with a 
satisfactory report. The cost of solar systems in Nepal is relatively high, at around US$350 for a 30Wp system and 
this was reported to be due to  the high costs of transportation in Nepalese rural areas. In  Vietnam and Cambodia, 
where all  systems are purchased through government and all accessories arc imported, the costs are even higher and 
a 40Wp system costs up to US$500. In  Fiji  only one sized system (100 Wp) is offered and the installed cost to the 
user is approximately US$I,458. 
The cost of the system  per watt is shown in Figure 5.  The unit cost of solar home systems tends to be higher for 
those  programs undertaken  in  remote locations,  such  as in  Fiji and Nepal. The reported reasons for this were the 
high reliance on  imported system components and relative inaccessibility of the program areas.  Per unit costs of 
systems  were also  tended  to  be  higher (by  an average of approximately  20%) in  the  programs  implemented  in 
Cambodia, Vietnam and Thailand. Programs in these countries are implemented by the government agencies, but no 
explanations for the higher costs were given.  It has been seen from  the survey that the no. of users are more where 
the cost per Wp is less. 
" 
" 
"1----
Country 
Figure 5: System cost per Watt-Peak 
Program outputs 
Numbers of  users 
Respondents were asked to provide infonnation on the total number of users provided with systems to date and for 
their opinions on what they regarded to  be the main benefits of the program to users. The questionnaire contained a 
number of statements relating to the use of solar electricity and the benefits of  these systems for users. Respondents 
were asked to rank these statements according to their perceived importance. A level of  agreement method was used 
for obtaining responses on the questions relating to the perceived impacts (benefits) ofthe systems for users. 
The survey results indicated that the number of  users per program varied significantly from one program to another 
(Fig. 6). Thirteen percent of  respondents reported that the number of users under their program was less than  1,000, 
ten  percent of respondents  reported  a  number of program  users  between  1,000  and  2,000,  twenty  five  percent 
reported a number of  users between 10,000 and 50,000, and twenty percent of respondents reported that the number 
of program  users was above 50,000. In  general,  the  number of users  per program varied and was dependant on  a 
number of factors,  including whether government subsidies were provided, population density, average household 
income and the perceived likelihood of the grid being extended in the area. Also the implementation of some of the 
programs  began  only  I  or 2 years ago,  while  the  implementation of other programs began  up to  10  years.  The 
duration of the programs, however, does not  provide a full  explanation for the differences in  numbers of users as 
some of  the programs with the low numbers of  users had been operating for up to 5 years. 
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Figure 6: Number of systems installed per respondent organizations. 
Benefits of  SHS 
Respondents were asked  what they considered to  be  the main benefits that  the solar home systems provided  for 
program users (as distinct from what the users themselves perceived the benefits to be). They were asked to rank the 
perceived benefits from a list that included increased quality of life, providing access to television and infonnation, 
enabling  users  to  increase  their hours  for  study,  enabling  users  to  increase  their  hours  of working  after  dusk, 
increased users' ability to generate income, greater mobility to work at night [due to an increase sense of security], 
increased employment opportunities, increased social activities, reducing the workload for women due  to  reduced 
needs for cleaning  kerosene lamps, and increasing women's opportunities to work at night and to thereby increase 
the contribution that they are able to make towards family earnings. 
Gender equity  ~;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;::=::::~.  ·~~~~-·I 
Social act!VIUes Inere  ..... ~!!!~!''!'!'!'!!!'!:'''  .......  ______  _ 
Employment opportunity 
Walk flexibility at night 
tnerea  ... Income 
Wo,Idng hour Inc  ...... B!!!l  ... "'  ....... ---------------
Study hour Inc .....  e 
IrionnUon accesl 
Entertainment 
, 
Figure 7: Impact of the programs 
All  respondents viewed their programs as having resulted in  improvements in the quality of life for users and that 
the installation of  solar home systems increased gender equity (Fig. 7). There was also strong level of  support (93%) 
for the statement that the systems increased the opportunities for users to engage in  social activities, that the solar 
home systems increased opportunities for entertainment (81"10),  increased the opportunity to work after dusk (87%) 
and increased working hours (80%). 
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In  tenns of increasing users' access to information, more  than  half of the respondents agreed with  this statement. 
Twenty  percent strongly agreed,  twenty  percent  were  neutral  and  a small  percentage  (6.7%)  disagreed.  Similar 
responses were obtained for the question relating to the impact on  study hours. The greatest level of  disagreement 
was over the questions of  whether the installation of  solar home systems increased the opportunities for employment 
(45% disagreed or strongly disagreed  and a further  15% were neutral) and  whether the  systems  increased  users' 
capacity to generate income (38% disagreed or strongly disagreed and a further 25% were neutral). 
Factors regarded as essential for program success 
Respondents were asked what factors they considered likely to have a positive influence on  success of their rural 
renewable  energy  program.  Examples of success factors  were  provided  in  the  glossary  in  the  questionnaire and 
included:  institutional  arrangements,  political  support,  financial  support,  administrative  support,  technological 
support, etc.  The respondents were asked to rank the listed factors in order of importance on the basis of  the above 
explanations by selecting one of the following five options for responding to each statement from "Not Important" 
to "Most important". The importance of each factor as reported by respondents is shown in  Figure 8.The responses 
were grouped into categories according to whether the factors were social, technical, financial, economical or policy 
in  nature.  When grouped  in  this way,  the most  important factors for  success are clearly seen  by  the majority of 
respondents to be those ofa financing or policy nature. 
The factors considered by respondents to be of least importance were those that were technical and social in nature. 
Only 25% of  respondents indicated that they considered the involvement of local people in the design of  the systems 
to be important, and only 40% of respondents thought that good in-house 'technical know how' was important. Just 
over  half of the  respondents  (53.3%)  thought  that  a  well-designed  maintenance  and  monitoring  program  was 
important.  In  terms of the  importance of institutional factors,  offering warranties, easy warranty claiming process 
and ensuring quality control were seen to be more important than other institutional factors, Most of  the respondents 
considered government policy on financing to be very important. Some 33% of respondents, however, indicated that 
they  did  not consider attempting to  influence policy  through their work  to  be  important.60% of the  respondent 
indicate that system  supply and maintenance support  infrastructures should located close  to  customers  and  spare 
parts should be available at local level. 
,~Not  impOrtant r::iLess Important DFairly Important CllmpOrtant •  Most tmportan-ij  ,. 
'00  , 
• 
: 
1  , 
.'.'  :::;  i  ;::: 
:::: 
:;;;  "  ,~::  "  t:  "  ,:::  " 
!  "  "  " 
,  :':':  " 
:;:,:  :;:,  "  • 
~  !.!;~i !j~1  :H~ 'ii,  r!  ,Ir·jlr!~f·!··~  'f""~ ,  ~riti!l~u~um~~f!l!ii H  ~milif~1 
l'I~'<l.I"-Ef;·>11 
~8.l""  !!iI~:  i::lI€!!p <l.  '  ]l<  1  !  I" r  .s  .~ g"'"  I"  !  ~  :~ 1t"1  :  _  'am  _  9  I  a:  ",.'"  ;;; 
I  Sodal  redvlical  I Economical  Flnardng;  rns~tutional  .,." 
Figure 8: The importance of factors for program success by type of factor 
Some  of these  responses  appeared  to  be  somewhat  contradictory.  For  example,  although  and  only  40%  of 
respondents thought that good in-house 'technical know how' was important many would argue that implementers 
would  be  unlikely to be able to develop a well-designed  maintenance and monitoring  program without good  in-
house technical knowledge, 
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Barriers 
Open-ended questions were used to obtain responses on the question relating to barriers to the uptake of renewable 
energy systems. Barriers were defined and examples of different types of barriers were provided in the glossary in 
the questionnaire.  Respondents were asked to answer this question based on their experience.  Not all respondents, 
however, answered this question and some respondents indicated that they considered more than one barrier to  be 
important. 
The lack of suitable financing mechanism was regarded by respondents as most significant barrier to the uptake of 
solar home systems (Fig. 9), and to be of more importance than technical and policy issues. Program implementer's 
emphasised the lack of financing and  lack of sufficient funds  as being of high  importance  ..  Lack of government 
policy,  low  education  levels  among users,  and lack  of availability of spare  parts  availability  were  also seen as 
important factors and were mentioned by 74% of respondents. Institutional and social issues were considered to be 
less important, except the low education level and the social aspect. 
30  ------------------
Figure 9:  Barriers according to the respondent 
Reasons behind program achievement 
In  regard  to  the  open-ended  question  relating  to  the  primary  reasons  for  program  achievement,  only  15%  of 
respondents  answered  this question.  The  responses  (Fig.  10)  indicate  that  financial  support  for  purchasing the 
system, awareness creation on the technology among users, and the development of a soft credit policy were the 
issues that implementers most commonly considered to be important for the success of  their programs. 
30,-----
Figure 10: Reason for achievement according to the respondent 
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Other  issues  that appeared  to  be considered to  be of importance  were  the  involvement  of local  people,  strong 
management quality of the  implementing organization, quality control, regular evaluation, the  use of appropriate 
technology, the creation oflocal employment, and an efficient after sales service. 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Although  the  number of respondents  to  the  email  survey  was  relatively  small, these respondents  represented  a 
significant proportion of the renewable energy programs being implemented in the Asia and Pacific regions. In spite 
of the drawbacks in  email survey.suchasmultipleresponsesthatbiasedtheresults.this survey provides a good 
perspective on the thoughts and views of  the implementers on what makes a Solar Home PV program successful. 
In some areas, the views of  those implementing SHS programs in the region were consistent with the literature.  The 
important barriers to the uptake of SHS considered by respondents tended to be the same as those commonly cited 
within literatures, with the lack of  access to finance seen to be the most important barrier and which is supported by 
the literature[6]. 
In tenns of identifying the reasons behind program achievement, two factors were regarded by respondents as being 
very important: financial support for users to purchase systems and the development ofa soft credit policy.  By far 
the most important determinant of success was regarded to be the availability of finance or an appropriate financing 
mechanism. This was not a surprising result as without one or the other of  these, a program is unable to get off the 
ground. The former  is commonly mentioned in the literature as being important, while the latter is  less commonly 
cited in the literature and is probably based on the practical experience ofthose implementing these progl\lms. 
According to literature, maintenance and monitoring components of any program should involve local communities 
or users in order to reduce program costs and to create awareness of the systems among the users[6, 9].  From the 
survey  it  was  found  that  organizations  that  shared  the  task  of maintenance  with  users  experienced  fewer 
maintenance  calls and had  lower  operating costs  per  installed system.  Only  a small  proportion of organizations 
surveyed (15%) reported that their programs had no scheduled monitoring system in place. 
The results of the survey also revealed,  however, that  in  some cases program  managers or implementers did  not 
consider their programs to be successful although the  approaches and mechanisms that had been adopted in  these 
programs had followed the same approaches and mechanisms that had been used in previously successful programs. 
This lack of  success needs to be explained by other factors, such as the barriers to the take up of  solar home systems. 
Respondents  in  this  study tended to regard  institutional  or technical  barriers as  being more important than these 
barriers are generally  reported  to  be  considered important in  other studies.  Importantly, however,  it  appears that 
while  low  incomes  are  regarded to  be a barrier,  the findings of this study suggest that low  income  is  no  longer 
perceived to be the primary or even a major barrier to the uptake of  SHS. The explanation for this is likely to bc that 
program implementers consider low income to be a barrier, but one that can be readily overcome with funding and 
the application of  an appropriate financing mechanism. 
In some areas, however, the views of those implementing programs in the area differed from, or were not reflected 
in  the literature. The survey results found,  for example, that the financing mechanisms or models most commonly 
used  in  renewable energy  programs in  the region are subsidised, cash sales, consumer credit and  fee-for-service. 
However, a new  model,  'interest rates buy down'[7], was also being used  in  programs being implemented  in  the 
region. This is a type of subsidy provided to both users and the financial institutions and the most attractive feature 
of this mechanism is that it does not distort the market, either in terms of the capital cost that the customer pays for 
the solar PV system or in terms of  the risks for the banker providing the solar loan [8). 
The results also show that the there was no correlation between the duration of  a program and the number of systems 
installed under the program, but that those organizations that offered users a larger range of system sizes tended to 
be  those  that  installed  greater numbers of systems.  Respondents  from  organizations implementing programs  that 
offered a larger range in  system sizes indicated that they considered this to be an  important aspect of the need to 
address the needs  of users.  The range  of systems sizes offered therefore  may  provide one  good  indicator of a 
program success. The survey results suggest that system costs would be reduced if the number of systems installed 
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was increased, and that this would also reduce operation and maintenance costs per system. A high number of  users 
could  indicate that the  systems installed  under the program  are working  well  and that the  systems are therefore 
technically sound It could also indicate that users have faith in the program. 
In many cases, however, the responses of those implementing SHS in the region not only contradicted the literature, 
but  in  some  cases  the responses  contradicted  other  responses.  A majority  (75%) of  respondents,  for  example, 
reported that they did not consider the involvement of local communities to be important, while  the importance of 
training and capacity building within the local community is consistently emphasised within the literature as being 
critical[IO]. Similarly, some 60% of  respondents reported that they did not consider technical know-how within the 
program to be important, while 54% reported that they considered technical know-how to be important in order for 
the  maintenance  and monitoring components of their  program  to  be  weI!  designed.  The fact  that  over  half of 
respondents  considered  technical  know  how  within  a program  to  be  unimportant  and only  half of respondents 
considered it to be important for developing monitoring and maintenance components is of concern as it is difficult 
to  know how a program could incorporate a good  monitoring and maintenance service component without having 
good technical know-how. 
Another contradictory finding was that many respondents cited the involvement of local people as being important 
for overall program success. This result was at odds with the finding that only 25% of respondents considered the 
involvement of local  people  in  the  design  of the  systems  to  be  important.  This contradictory  result  probably 
indicates that while those that have had successful  programs see the involvement of local  people to  be  important, 
many of those currently implementing programs in the region may not have gained sufficient experience to be able 
to gauge the importance of elements such as this. If  this is the case, it suggests that some of the programs currently 
being implemented in the region are likely to meet with limited success. 
The results ofthe survey also revealed that some of  the determinants of program success perceived by implementers 
as being important are not generally mentioned in  the literature or in  best practice guidelines.  Offering warranties 
and  having a simple  warranty  claim  process,  and  ensuring quality  control,  were  seen to be  important  factors of 
program success, although these are not mentioned in the best practice guidelines. The local availability of systems 
and  spare  part  and  a  local  maintenance  infrastructure  were  also  seen  as  important  factors  by  most  (60%) 
respondents. The reasons given for success of programs by those that considered their programs to  be successful 
included strong management quality ofthe implementing organization, quality control, routine evaluation, the use of 
appropriate technology,  the  creation of local employment,  and an  efficient after sales service.  Not  all  programs, 
however, appeared to  incorporate these as a part of their regular practice as only  15% of the respondents answered 
the question on their views on which factors they attributed the success oftheir programs to. 
In  teoos of explaining why some programs are more successful than others and why some programs continue to 
meet with limited success despite the existence of best practice guidelines and the capacity to use prior experience, 
the survey results provided some interesting insights.  The most important of  these was simply that  few  program 
implementers are aware of the existence of best practice guidelines.  This suggests that many programs are  being 
designed an  implemented in  isolation and the unavoidable conclusion is obvious: program implementers need to  be 
made aware of best practice guidelines.  A more startling result was that many  of those that were aware that best 
practice guidelines existed did not refer to these in designing and implementing their programs.  The reasons for this 
conscious decision by many program implementers to ignore best practice guidelines needs to be understood if this 
problem is to be addressed. 
The survey results pointed to many other areas where there was a gap between an  awareness of what was required 
for a program to be successful and what actually occurred on the ground. Capacity building of local communities in 
terms  of installing,  operating  and  managing  the  systems,  is  widely  cited  in  the  literature  to  be  an  important 
component of program success. Some of the program implementers surveyed reported that they were aware of the 
importance of this, but that they were not able to provide training for local people on  maintenance and monitoring 
due to lack of program funding.  Most respondents also indicated that they considered the availability of sufficient 
funding  from  government to  be a critical determinant of program  success,  and yet a third of respondents did not 
consider  that  attempting  to  influence  government decision  relating  to  the  amount  of funding  provided  by  their 
government  to  be  important.  This  may  indicate  that  many  program  implementers  probably  recognise  that  their 
program funding is inadequate, but do not consider that they have any capacity to influence government decisions or 
policies in this regard and therefore accept inadequate funding as/ail accompli. 
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In  tenns of the  original  questions of why  many  programs  continue  to  meet  with  limited success,  a number of 
conclusions can  be  drawn  from  this small survey. It appears that the aims and objectives of most  programs arc 
specified  in  very  broad  tenns,  such  as  providing  access  to  electricity  to  rural  people,  rather  than  in  terms  of 
increasing users' capacities to generate income or increasing users' opportunities for studying  .. The objectives set 
for the programs are not fonnulated in terms of  the outcomes for users but in tenns of administrative criteria and the 
needs of the implementing organization. The finding that most program implementers considered a reliable revenue 
collection service to be the most important criteria or measure of program success (93.4%) suggests that program 
implementers were either responding in  a highly pragmatic manner (unless the revenue is  collected, the program 
cannot  be  continued),  or  that  they  view  the  program  from  an  administrative  perspective  rather  than  from  the 
perspective of  the end users that the program is designed to assist. The fact that most respondents failed to respond 
to the question ofthe primary reasons for program success is curious, but does hint that many program implementers 
may  be  more focused  on  the  implementation process than they are on the outcomes. The use of broad objectives 
does not assist when attempting to assess whether a program is successful or not as these broad objectives provide 
only weak measures of  real success. The responses to this question suggests that many ofthese programs not using a 
Logical  Framework  methodology  that  links  the  goals,  objectives  and  outputs  together.  The  use  of Logical 
Framework analysis would provide more specific and useful indicators of program success. To make a successful 
program the objectives should set based on the needs ofthe users and the benefits to users. 
The finding that best practice guidelines are not being referred to is one clear explanation for the limited success of 
many  programs.  This  pointed to  a serious  failure  on the  part of some  agencies  with  overall  responsibility  for 
oversight of the  programs or  for  providing funding  for  programs.  Those  agencies  need  to  ensure that  program 
implementers have the necessary background and understanding of  programs and program management. 
A lack of government policies that support project expansion appears to be another significant explanation for the 
limited success of some programs and this type of issue is not addressed in the best practice guidelines. Similarly, 
the fact that many  respondents cited inadequate management capacity as an important barrier is also revealing and 
suggests that adherence to best practice guidelines is a necessary, hut insufficient condition for success and that the 
weaknesses of some programs have more fundamental  origins than failure to  adhere to best practice guidelines, or 
barriers. That is, the lack of program success of some programs cannot be attributed to technical or other barriers, 
but to the way  the programs are designed, developed and administered, to whether government policies support or 
constrain programs aimed at providing access to electriCity  using renewable energy systems, to the experience and 
training of those administering the programs, and to the adequacy of program funding..  In summary, it seems that 
the best practice guidelines are not being followed, but that even more fundamental problem than this lie at the heart 
of the limited success of many programs.  Conversely, it appears that despite these problems and despite the failure 
to follow  best practice guidelines, many programs are meeting with success, indicating that the reasons bchind the 
success or lack of success of  programs are not straightforward but are indeed complex. 
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